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REMARKS 

The Examiner has rejected claims 1 through 41 under 35 U.S.C. §101. The Examiner has 
rejected claims 29 through 41 under 35 U.S.C. §102. In view of the above claim amendments 
and the following remarks, the applicants respectfully request the Examiner to reconsider the 
pending rejections. 

Correction of Claim Numbers 

Pending claims 39 through 41 have been renumbered to claims 38 through 40. In the 
original application, claim 38 was not listed by error. Thus, the pending claims have been 
renumbered to correct the error. 

The Section 101 Rejections 

For claims 1 through 10, the Examiner has pointed out the lack of useful and tangible 
results as a rejection basis under 35 U.S.C. §101. The applicants have amended independent 
claim 1 by incorporating the subject matter limitation of now cancelled dependent claim 9 so that 
the additional steps of storing, rotating and comparing have been added. In addition, the 
independent claim now explicitly recite "comparing ...to identify a match" to explicitly recite a 
useful and tangible result of the method. 

For claims 1 1 and 12, the Examiner has also pointed out the lack of useful and tangible 
results as a rejection basis under 35 U.S.C. §101. The applicants have amended both 
independent claims by explicitly reciting "comparing ...to identify a match" for a useful and 
tangible result of the method. 



Claims 13 through 20 have been cancelled. 
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For claims 21 through 28, the applicants have amended each independent claim by 
explicitly reciting "comparing . . .to identify a match" for a useful and tangible result of the task. 

For claims 21 through 28, the Examiner has additionally indicated that the specification 
defines the current invention to cover "signal." The specification on page 32 discloses that the 
functions of the preferred embodiments are implemented by a software program, and the 
implemented software programs are stored in a recording medium such as CD-ROM, which is 
read for loading the computer programs into a computer memory or another memory for 
execution, (lines 8 through 15, page 32). In addition, the specification in the next paragraph also 
discloses that the programs are stored in a memory device such as magnetic disk or a server 
computer, and the program is distributed by downloading among the users who are connected via 
a network such as the Internet, (lines 26 through 29, page 32). Nowhere in the above portions of 
the disclosure defines that the invention is "signal." Contrarily, the above disclosures clearly 
specifies that the storage medium contains the computer executable instructions that are to be 
executed to perform certain specified functions. 

Notwithstanding the interpretations of the disclosures, the claims themselves define their 
proper scope. . Phillips v. AWE Corp, No. 03-1269, p 12 (Fed. Cir. 2005). In fact, the 
importation of limitations in the specification that are not explicitly recited in the claims is 
prohibited. Laitram Corp v. Cambridge Wire Cloth Co., 863 F.2d 855, 865, 9 U.S.P.Q.2d 1289, 
1299 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert denied, 490 U.S. 1068 (1989). Claims 21 through 28 each explicitly 
recite in their preamble that a "storage medium for storing a computer program containing 
instructions" for generating a dictionary and for detecting a specified mark. The storage medium 
is not defined as a signal. Thus, it appears that the Examiner's interpretation of the scope of 
claims 21 through 28 is improper. 

For claims 29 through 41, the Examiner has additionally indicated that the specification 
defines the current invention to cover "software." The specification on page 32 discloses that the 
functions of the preferred embodiments are implemented by a software program, and the 
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implemented software programs are stored in a recording medium such as CD-ROM, which is 
read for loading the computer programs into a computer memory or another memory for 
execution, (lines 8 through 15, page 32). In addition, the specification in the next paragraph also 
discloses that the programs are stored in a memory device such as magnetic disk or a server 
computer, and the program is distributed by downloading among the users who are connected via 
a network such as the Internet, (lines 26 through 29, page 32). Contrary to the Examiner's 
reasoning, the software implementation and the claimed storage invention in the above 
disclosures is only a sixth preferred embodiment. 

Notwithstanding the interpretations of the disclosures, the claims themselves define their 
proper scope. . Phillips v. AWE Corp. No. 03-1269, p 12 (Fed. Cir. 2005). In fact, the 
importation of limitations in the specification that are not explicitly recited in the claims is 
prohibited. Laitram Corp v.. Cambridge Wire Cloth Co., 863 F.2d 855, 865, 9 U.S.P.Q.2d 1289, 
1299 (Fed. Cir. 1988), cert denied, 490 U.S. 1068 (1989). Claims 29 through 41 each explicitly 
recite in their preamble that an "apparatus for generating a dictionary for detecting a specified 
mark." The apparatus is not defined as a software program in these claims. Furthermore, the 
support for the apparatus is properly provided in FIGURE 1 and the corresponding specification 
at lines 11 through 20 on page 13. Thus, it appears that the Examiner's interpretation of the 
scope of claims 29 through 41 is improper. 

For claims 29 through 41, the applicants have amended each independent claim by 
explicitly reciting "a matching unit ...to identify a match" for a useful and tangible result of the 
task. 

For the above reasons, the applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that the 
pending section 101 rejections should be withdrawn. 
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The Section 102 Rejections 

The Examiner has rejected claims 29 through 41 under 35 U.S.C. §102 for allegedly 
being anticipated by the Yotsui reference. The Examiner has pointed out that the lines 11 
through 18 on page 7 of the cited reference anticipate the subject matter of claims 29 and 30. 
Similarly, the Examiner has pointed out that lines 19 through 41 on page 7 of the cited reference 
anticipate the subject matter of claims 31 through 35. Lastly, the Examiner has pointed out that 
lines 11 through 41 on page 7 of the cited reference anticipate the subject matter of claims 36 
through 41. 

Newly amended independent claim 29 now explicitly recites "a matching unit ... for 
rotating to reconstruct an image based upon the coordinate conversion table... [and] comparing 
the reconstructed image and the specified mark candidates to determine a specified mark to 
identify a match." 

Renumbered and newly amended independent claims 39 explicitly recites "a matching 
unit ... for rotating the polar coordinate image based upon the coordinate conversion table to 
reconstruct a rotated reconstructed polar coordinate image ... [and] comparing the rotated 
reconstructed polar coordinate image and the specified mark candidates to determine the 
specified mark to identify a match." 

Similarly, renumbered and newly amended independent claims 40 explicitly recites "a 
matching unit ... for rotating the polar coordinate image based upon the coordinate conversion 
table to reconstruct a rotated reconstructed polar coordinate image . . . [and] comparing pixels in 
the rotated reconstructed polar coordinate image and corresponding pixels in the specified mark 
candidates to determine the specified mark to identify a match." 



Each of the newly amended independent claims requires that the image for the 
comparison is "reconstructed." That is, the rotated image is generated anew based upon the 
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conversion table. This requirement is not disclosed in the Yotsui reference. The Examiner has 
asserted that lines 1 1 through 41 on page 7 of the cited reference anticipate the subject matter of 
the claimed invention. The asserted portion of the cited reference discloses that "[t]he decision 
circuit 9 searches for the base line (the angular position at which collation starts) using the gray- 
level map...." In other words, the Yotsui reference fails to reconstruct a rotated image for 
comparison as explicitly required by the independent claims of the current invention. 



Dependent claims 30 through 38 ultimately depend from newly amended independent 
claim 29 and incorporate the above discussed patentable features of the current invention. 



Based upon the above reasons, the Applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that 
the pending section 102 rejections should be withdrawn. 



In addition, the applicants respectfully submit to the Examiner that since the Yotsui 
reference teaches away from "reconstructing a rotated image," the same reference alone or in 
combination should not be used for an obvious rejection in the future Office Action. 



Respectfully submitted, 



/KIY/ 

Date: March 8, 2007 Ken I. Yoshida, Esq. 

Reg. No. 37,009 

KNOBLE YOSHIDA & DUNLEAVY LLC 

Customer No. 21,302 

Eight Perm Center, Suite 1350 

1628 John F. Kennedy Blvd. 

Philadelphia, PA 19103 

Telephone: (215) 599-0600 

Facsimile: (215) 599-0601 



